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INTRODUCTION 
Planning can be best described as the application of forethought and foresight to 
the physical and social development of a community. Properly conceived, the planning 
process should act to influence and shape future public policies so that the developmental 
challenges facing the community may be met effectively. It provides the process whereby 
-
a governmental entity attempts to anticipate future development, prepare for it, and 
guide it into desirable patterns of growth. Finally, planning is an attempt to improve 
the existing physical form and organization of a community. 
Planning is more than the making of wise decisions based on sound information--
it is also deciding ahead, recording these decisions, implementing them, and anticipating 
new problems. The process begins by gathering pertinent facts and information, analyzing 
them, establishing realistic goals, and formulating a means to achieve these goals. 
More specifically, th~ planning process, in its initial phases, attempts to attain 
a comprehensive perspective. It must concern itself with the total realm of"physical, social, 
and economic activity in order to obtain a general overview of the situation. After this 
initial phase is accomplished, the specific and detailed plans may commence. 
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The need for effective planning is seen in a variety of land use problems including 
congestion, intermixed land usage, lack of smooth traffic flow, outright land misuse, and 
the intrusion of nuisance-creating developments into living areas. It becomes difficult to 
provide necessary services to areas in this situation and over a period of t'ime, haphazard 
development contributes to an increase in fire losses, tax levels, and general deterioration 
of the living environment. Sound planning must be concerned with the use of land in such 
a way that the residents of a community can conveniently carry on their work and leisure 
time activities with the feeling that the community has a sense of direction. Rather than 
just devising and providing regulations and restrictions to keep undesirable things from 
happening, the land use plan should be a positive instrument for converting citizens• goals 
and aspirations to reality. 
Therefore, rather than thinking of land use planning as merely a means of prohibit-
ing unsightly and unwanted el.ements from developing, it should be considered as a means 
of blending residential, commercial, and industrial development into desirable and attractive 
patterns. 
A description of the continuing planning process begins with the task of surveying 
and analyzing the existing community resources, conditions, and needs. This is done through 
the preparation of an accurate, up to date set of base maps, supplemented by charts, statisti-
cal summaries, and written studies. Specifically, preparation of the land use survey and 
analysis is a five-fold endeavor consisting of: (1) base mapping of planning areas; (2) field 
survey of existing land use; (3) preparation of existing land use map; (4) an analysis of 
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various land use factors which may affect future development; and (5) development of the 
land use study and analysis, usually a written report with maps. 
The first step, base mapping, is an important one. These m:~ps can usually be com-
pi led from collected partial maps (such as tax maps, highw~y department maps or uti I ity 
companies mops) or they can be traced from recent aerial photographs. The important 
consideration in this task is to insure the creation of a flexible set of base maps which may 
be used to serve a variety of planning functions. The second step in the process, the field 
survey, is a comparable task to base mapping. It entails the displaying of the usage of land 
on each and every parcel of land within a designated planning area. After this step is 
completed, the generalized existing land use map can be prepared, demonstrating the rela-
tionship between land uses throughout the county. This step thereby provides a basis upon 
which the future land use plan may be created. The crux of the process comes with the 
fourth step, analysis of the raw data. Here, the usage of land within the planning areas 
must be related to all other community objectives and standards, comparing land use data 
to all other information, and it must be coordinated with existing County policies and 
future planning goals. Finally, the conclusions reached in this crucial stage must realisti-
cally reflect all aspects of the total area as a physical, social, and economic community. 
Thus in summary, the land use survey and analysis is designed to provide basic data 
on land characteristics and the various activities that occupy land in the planning area. 
These data are used in analyzing the current pattern of land use and serve as the framework 
for formulating the long range land use plan. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Existing development within H(lmpton County is a result of past developmental 
trends within the area. The present use of land is directly related to these historical 
trends. Therefore, this study begins with a short discussion of the history of Hampton 
County. Also discussed are past demographic and economic trends which have determined 
the County's physical and social development. These past trends are, moreover, projected 
into the future for population and economic growth provide the foundation upon which 
predictions may be made on the future demand for various land uses. 
Geographical Setting 
Hampton County lies within the 11 1owcountry 11 region of the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
of South Carolina. The land surface is level or undulating and is broken by numerous 
streams often surrounded by wooded swamps of bottomland hardwoods and cypress trees. 
The County's elevation averages about 100 feet above sea level. 
The County contains 562 square miles or 359,700 acres. Its western boundary 
is formed by the Savannah River while the eastern border is marked by the Salkehatchie 
River. The Coosawhatchie River and its adjacent swamplands divide the county along a 
northwest-southeast line through the County's center. Surrounding counties include 
Allendale, Bamberg, Colleton, Beaufort, and Jasper. 
Hampton, the county seat, lies 85 miles south of Columbia, 76 miles east of Charles-
ton, and 63 miles north of Savannah, Georgia. Figure 1 shows Hampton County in relation 
to South Carolina as a whole while figure 2 displays the general topography of the County. 
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History of Hampton County 
The area comprised of Hampton, Colleton, Beaufort and Jasper Counties was first 
explored as early as 1521 by the Spanish. 0.1e such explorer, Juan Pondo, penetrated 
deep into this section of the Lowco•Jntry in 1566. From 1566 to 1615 Spanish friars establish-
ed numbers of Indian missions in the area, finding the Indians to be friendly and helpful. 
This Spanish influence W '.lS to predominate throughout the late 1500's and 1600's despite 
sporatic attempts by the French and English to settle in the area. Finally, in 1707, Beaufort 
was founded by the English and that same year an Act designated the upper section of the 
area as "Indian Lands" set apart for Yemassee town. At this time there were about twenty-
eight or more Indian tribes within the area, many of whom w·~re themselves immigrants who 
had either displaced earlier tribes or who settled, by invitation, in unoccupied territory. 
In 1715 angered by the dishonesty of the white man, the Yemassees from Beaufort District 
led a general uprising of the Carolina Indians. In three years the Yemassees were defeated 
a nd banished from the territory and in 1719, when the province passed from proprietary to 
royal supervision, the area was opened to wnite settlers. 
In 1788, a hundred years before Ham?to:-~ County was so designated, Cooswatchie 
became the seat of government of the old Beaufort District. For fifty years the location was 
considered "sickly;" therefore in 1840 the village of Gillisonville located "mid the tall pines 
and zephyr--like breezes" became the seat of government for this district. 
The Hampton County area was the scene of several engagements during the American 
Revolution. In 1780, when General William Moultrie was forced to retreat from his station 
at Black Swamp (an old Indian fort on the Savannah River), the British wrought dire destruc-
tion in what is now Hampton County. The next year, 1781, Col. William Harden captured 
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a British outpost northwest of Pocataligo which also was in present Hampton County. His 
gains here and coupled with those of Marion, Pickens and Sumter eventually turned the tide 
of the war in the South. 
After the end of the Revolution for a period of about seventy years, the plantation 
economy predominated in Hampton County. However, the Civil War completely destroyed 
the economic structure of this area, as Sherman in his infamous march from Atlanta to the 
sea, razed numerous plantations and farms. The little village of Gillisonville was complete-
ly burned. Today only an elevated mound in the midst of ancient oaks, pines, and magno-
lias remains as evidence of the existence of a courthouse at this location. 
During the Reconstruction Period that folloNed, the Beaufort District was divided 
and Hampton County formed. Prince William Parish, the name of the Hampton County 
section, was separated at this time. In 1877, the Co~mty was officially named after General 
Wade Hampton. 
There was no town of Hampton at the time but several towns were being considered 
as likely spots for the seat of county government including a location that was the exact 
center of the area. Unfortunately, this spot was found to be in the middle of a cypress pond 
surrounded by miles of swampland. After several elections the town of Varnville was chosen 
for the honor of being the county seat, but a specified regulation was made that the court-
house be built within two miles of the depot of said town. Money was tight and the residents 
of Varnville were not at all sure they should use their own money for this venture so they 
began pressing the County to secure ·j ts own financing. 
At nearby Hoover's Station, this squabbling initiated the idea of the residents to 
offer the needed money, land and materials for the courthouse so that it could be built within 
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that community. T oclay, the Hampton County Courthouse stands on a spot exactly two 
miles from the old depot at Hoover's Station. Thus, Hampton, the town, was born. 
General Wade Hampton attended the laying of the cornerstone of the Courthouse. 
Twice sections of Hampton County have been sliced away to form other counties. 
T oclay 1 the county covers an area of 562 square miles located fifty miles from the coast and 
lying between the Savannah River on the southwest and the Salkahatchie River on the north-
east. Flowing through the center in a southeastward direction is the Cooswhatchie. Fertile 
farm lands and extensive swamp lands have made the area a farming region and a hunter's 
paradise. Today, however, farming has assumed a less predominate hold on the County's 
economic and social structure as manufacturing and service oriented activities have assumed 
increased importance. 
Population Trends 
Population decline has characterized Hampton County for a number of decades and 
was especially large between 1960 and 1970. During this time, the County's population 
declined by 8.9 percent, accounting for 11 547 people. Every division of the County lost 
popu lotion, hO'Never 1 the loss was greatest in the Brunson Division and the Furman-Scotia 
Division. Figure 3 displays the Census Divisions within Hampton County. Table I shO'Ns 
the present population distribution while Table 2 shO'Ns the projected change within the 
Divisions by 1980. 
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TABLE 1 
Population Distribution 1960-1970 
Change 
1960 1970 No. o/o 
Hampton County 17,425 15,878 -1,547 -8.9 
Brunson Division 1, 233 948 -285 -23.1 
Esti II Division 4,819 4,408 -411 -8.5 
Furman-Scotia Div. 2,390 1, 773 -617 -25.8 
Hampton Division 4, 167 4,106 -61 -1.5 
Varnvi lie Division 2,760 2,686 -74 -2.7 
Yemassee Division 2,056 1,957 -99 -4.8 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Population, 
1960 and 1970. 
This loss in population is primarily attributable to a large out-migration of young 
adults, especially nonwhites. As a result, the median age of the population and the per-
centage of the population which is white is increasing. 
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TABLE 2 
Projected Change 
Change 
1970-1980 
1970 1980 No. % 
Hampton County 15,878 14,600 -11278 -8.0 
Brunson Division 948 700 -248 -26.2 
Estill Division 4,408 4,030 -378 -8.6 
Furman-Scotia Div. 11773 1,300 -473 -26.7 
Hampton Division 4,106 4,070 -36 -0.9 
Varnville Division 2,686 2,620 -66 -2.4 
Yemassee Division 1, 957 11880 -77 -3.9 
Source: S. C. State Auditor•s Office, Census Division Allocations, by Vismor, McGill 
and Bell, Inc. 
In the future it is anticipated that Hampton County will continue losing population--
though at a decreasing rate. All census divisions are expected to lose; however, it is anti-
cipated that the dacline will continue to be greatest in the Furman-Scotia Division and the 
Brunson Division and least in Hampton Division (less than 1.0 percent). 
Economic Trends 
Between 1960 and 1971, employment in Hampton County declined by 1.3 percent. 
An increase of 330 manufacturing jobs and 290 service jobs was not sufficient to offset the 
loss of 690 agricultural jobs. As a consequence of these trends, the Hampton County economy 
is becoming one increasingly oriented to manufacturing and service, and agriculture is rapidly 
declining as a source of employment (from approximately 27 percent of total employment in 
1960 to only 14.0 percent in 1971 }. Table 3 shows the change in employment distribution 
which has occurred within the County between 1960 and 1971. 
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TABLE 3 
Hampton County Employment Trends 
1960 1971 Change 
% % 
No. Dist. No. Dist. No. % 
Total 5,420 100.0 5,350 100.0 -70 -1.3 
Manufacturing 1,370 25.3 1,700 31.8 330 24.1 
Service 2,610 48.1 2,900 54.2 290 11. 1 
Contract Construction 80 150 70 87.5 
Transport., Communi-
cations, Utilities 160 100 -60 -37.5 
Wholesale & Retail 
Trade 670 750 80 11.9 
Finance, Insurance, 
Real Estate 50 50 0 0 
Service 240 300 60 25.0 
Government 640 700 60 9.4 
Self-Employed, unpaid 
family workers, 
domestics 770 850 73 9.5 
Agriculture 1,440 26.6 750 14.0 -690 -47 .9 
Source: S. C. Employment Security Commission 
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Summary 
Greater insight into the population and economy of Hampton County may be obtained 
from the Lowcountry Population and Economic Study completed in 1972 by Vismor, McGill 
and Bell, Consultants. For the purposes of this analysis, however, two points are of special 
relevance; Hampton County is experiencing a decline in population, largely due to decreases 
in agricultural employment and this trend can be expected to continue into the immediate 
future. It is imperative, therefore, that the County seek to attract manufacturing and service-
oriented concerns into the County in order to reverse this population trend. In connection 
with this action, it is important that the County, through an active planning program, create 
a climate in which such concerns will be encouraged to locate within Hampton County. 
This action necessitates that wise use of the County's resources and the creation of policies 
to insure orderly land usage with a variety of amenities which wi II act to stress Hampton 
County's image as a pleasant place to live. 
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PHYSICAL FACTORS OF DEVELOP ME NT 
Climate 
Most of the year the weather of the Hampton County area is controlled largely 
'-ly frontal changes. Summer is the exception when the Bermuda high pressure center is 
strongest causing maritime air to dominate. This is the time of predominate convectional 
rainfall. Late summer and early fall are the periods when tropical storms most frequent 
the Hampton area and produce heavy to excessive rainfall amounts. 
The summer season is warm and quite humid. On an average, temperatures can 
be expected to reach or exceed the 100° mark three times each year, once each in 
June, July and August and occasionally in May, September and October. Most of the 
precipitation is from afternoon thunder-showers and accounts for 37 percent of the annual 
total. 
The fall season is predominately classed as an 11 1ndian Summer11 period. This is 
the most pleasant time of the year when rainfall is at a minimum and sunshine at a 
maximum. September is the month of generally greatest hurricane frequency in the 
Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico and heavy rainfall occurs occasionally in Hampton 
County at this time. The fall rainfall is 21 percent of the annual total. The winter 
months, December through February are mild with precipitation accounting for about 
20 percent of the annual total. There is some chance of snow flurries but only in very 
rare cases does snow fall in measurable amounts. 
Spring has unpredictable weather, changing from predominately cold and windy 
in M:1rch to predominately warm and sunny in M.Jy. This is the period when tornado 
and severe local storm warnings and alerts are most often issued for South Carol ina. 
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The growing season for Hampton County has averaged 223 days during the last 30 
years. The average date of the last freezing day in Spring is March 27 and the first freezing 
day in fall averages November 5. Figures 4 and 5 show greater detail on the climate of the 
County. 
Soils 
The soils information presented in this section is generalized and intended only 
to provide that degree of accuracy and detail necessary for the analysis and subsequent 
formulation of general land development goals and plans. 
The soils within any one association, as discussed in the text and presented on 
. 
the General Soil Map (figure 6) and Table 4 are likely to differ greatly among them-
selves in some properties, such as slope, septic tank, or building foundations. 
Soil associations patterns are related to the underlying parent material and are 
influenced by slope patterns of the land surface. The general limitations of each soil 
type are outlined in the chart following the discussions of the association and the General 
Soil Map of Hampton County. 
Because this information is generalized, a detailed soil survey should be under-
taken on each individual site prior to implementation of any specific development 
projects. 
Soil Association Descriptions: 
No. 1 Norfolk-Goldsboro-Rains Association: 
This association consists of nearly level to gently sloping, well to poorly drained 
soils on broad flat ridges between main streams. It occupies approximately 22 percent 
of the County. 
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This association is well suited for farming and recreation. It has slight to 
moderate limitation as foundation material for building sites, and septic tank disposal 
fields. However, the rains soils have high water tables and are subject to occasional 
flooding. 
No. 2 Lakeland-Chipley-Plummer Association: 
This association consists of nearly level to gently sloping sands in the southern 
part and eastern half of the County. It occupies approximately 63 percent of the 
County. These soils have slight to moderate limitation for structure foundations and 
septic tank disposal areas. 
No. 3 Bladen-Eulonia-Hyde Association: 
This association is on level to gently sloping area in the southeastern part of the 
County. These soils are difficult to drain because of slow internal drainage and frequent 
flooding. They have severe I imitations for residential or industrial uses. They occupy 
approximately three percent of the County. 
No. 4 Flint-Leaf Association: 
This association occurs in a narrow land parallel to the Savannah River. These 
soils are difficult to drain because of slow internal drainage and frequent flooding. They 
have severe limitations for residence and industry. They occupy approximately four 
percent of the County. 
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No. 5 Rains-Coxville-Bayboro Association: 
This association consists of nearly level, poorly to very poorly drained, soils. 
These soils have severe limitations for residence and industry. They comprise approxi-
mately three percent of the County. 
No. 6 Ona-St. Johns Association: 
This association occupies only one percent of the County. These soils are poorly 
-; uited for agriculture, residence and industry. 
No. 7 Swamp Association: 
This association comprises approximately four percent of the County. It consists 
of mixed alluvial land on the flood pia ins along the Savannah, Salkehatchie, Cornbahee 
and Coosawhatchie Rivers. 
Summary 
The limitations of soil associations in Hampton County are quite significant and 
certainly should play a major role in the future development of the County. For example, 
almost 35 percent of the County is comprised of soils which have severe limitations for 
building foundations. Approximately 55 percent have severe limitations for septic tanks 
and almost 70 percent have severe limitations for Sewage Lagoons. In contrast, only 
35 percent have severe limitations for recreational uses. These limitations, especially 
those relating to Septic Tanks and Sewage Lagoons, dramatically illustrate the need 
for planned development so that needed public facilities can be provided. 
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TABLE 4 
HAMPTON COUNTY 
Prc;:;erties, Limitctbns c,..,d Fecture~ :,f Soils Affecting Selected Uses 
Degree of Soil Limitations end M'ljor Features ! 
!:>oil Series Building I Septic Tank Se·vvc g3 Deot,.... to 5 -r· a~::>r"!C, I S tor~~ Range F:::>u'lc:!ations Fi lt ~ r Fie Ids Lcgoc :~ s Recreation Hi0h \'.':::er T0!) fc 
l 0-10% Slight 51 ight Moderate Slight 6+ I 
0-:2% Moderate Moderate Moderate Slight 2 1/3- 3 
I 0-2% Severe Severe Moderate Severe 0-1 
0-25% S I ight-Moderote-Severe Slight-Moderate- Severe Sever~ 6+ I 
Severe 
I 0-6% Moderate Severe Severe Moderate 2- 3 1/2 0-2% Severe Severe Severe Severe 0 - 1 1/2 
0-2% Severe Severe Severe Severe 0-3 
0-ZJS Moderate Moderate Slight Moderate 1 1/2- 3 1/2 
0-2% Severe Severe Moderate Severe 0-1 
NA NA NA NA NA ,. NA 
Q-2% Severe Severe Slight Severe 0 - 1 1/2 
0-2% Severe Severe Moderate Severe 0-1 
0-2"/o Severe Severe Severe Severe 0-1 
0-2% Severe Severe Severe Severe 0-3 
NA NA NA . NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA 
NA NA NA NA NA NA I 
• 
VVater Resources 
Hampton County possesses an abundance of both surface and ground water 
resources. These resources, however, must be utilized wisely if they are to contribute 
to the future development of the County. In order to insure their efficient use, it is 
necessary to obtain a complete picture of these sources and the use to which they are 
or will be put both at present and in the future. 
Surface VVa te r Sources 
Surface water is brought into Hampton County by three major river systems; the 
Savannah River, Coosawhatchie River, and Salkehatchie-Combahee River. Despite the 
availability of a large quantity of surface water, little use is made of these sources 
within Hampton County . No municipalities or industries in the County utilize these 
streams as a water supply. 
In order to maintain an acceptable degree of water qua I ity within the surface 
streams of the State, the South Carolina VVater Resources Commission and the Pollution 
Control Authority have classified these rivers according to two quality standards; Class A 
and Class B. These two classific ations represent differing standards which must be met 
when discharging wastewater into the classified stream. Thus, they represent a quality 
goal rather than a statement of the existing quality of the water in a particular stream. 
Figure 7 displays the quality standards for major waterways in Hampton County. Further 
detail on the standards applicable to Class A and Cl ass B streams can be obtained from 
the South Carol ina Pollution Control Authority. 
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Ground Water 
Despite the abundance of surface streams in the area, ground water represents 
the sole source of water supply utilized by the municipalities and industries of Hampton 
County. At present, I ittle information exists about the aquifers supplying this water use. 
However, the South Carol ina Water Resources Commission is presently conducting studies 
in the County in conformance with the Ground Water Use Act of 1969. Upon completion, 
this study will provide much needed information on the capacity and quality of the aquifers 
underlying Hampton County. 
At present, six municipal and three industrial water systems operate from ground 
water wells within the County. According to projections by the South Carolina Water 
Resources Commission, these sources should be adequate to meet future domestic and 
industrial demands through the year 2020. Table 5 shows more detailed information 
regarding the County's ground water use. As evident in the tables, the existing water 
supply facilities within Hampton County have a surplus of 3,755,000 gallons per day and 
it appears that these facilities are adequate to supply demands through 2020. However, 
to maintain the existing surplus through the year 2020 would require an additional 194,000 
gallons of water per day. This requirement could be met, based on the average yield 
of the 18 wells in use at present, by installing only one more well with an average yield 
of 267,000 go lions per day. 
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TABLE 5 
Industries and Municipalities Operating Water Systems 
Hampton County 
Industry Average Maximum Storage Projected 1980 
or No. of Yield Daily Use Daily Use Capacity Use 
Municipality Wells (mgd) (mgd) (mgd) (mg) (mgd) 
Reichhold Chemical 1 0.150 0.080 0.100 - 0.143 
Southe rn Soya Corp. 1 0.432 0.360 0.360 
-
0.360 
Westinghouse Electric Corp. 3 2.770 2.770 2.770 
-
2.770 
I Town of Brunson 2 0.100 0.060 0.070 0.075 0.060 
"' 01 I 
Town of Luray 1 o. 150 0.150 0.175 
- 0.151 
Hampton 4 2.200 0.400 0.500 0.325 0.450 
-
Varnville 2 1.267 0.150 0.170 0.275 0.400 
Yemassee 2 0.280 0.085 0.090 0.125 0.095 
Est iII 5 0.570 0.320 0.350 0.100 0.350 
TOTAL 21 7.919 4.375 4.585 0.900 4.799 
Forest Resources 
0Jt of a total land area in Hampton County of approximately 360,000 acres, 
244,000 acres, or 67.8 percent, is taken up in commercial forest land which is producing 
or is capable of producing industrial wood crops. The types of trees comprising these 
commercial forest lands are equally divided between softwood pines and hardwoods, 
but the rna jority of wood harvested for industrial purposes fa lis into softwood category. 
The fact that these trees represent a potentially valuable resource for Hampton County 
is indicated by the volume of 1,025 million board feet of sawtimber and 345 million 
cubic feet of growing stock that stands on commercial forest land. Although sawtimber 
is being removed from the land at an approximate annual rate of 29.1 million board 
feet, but the net growth exceeds the removal rote by on estimated 28.4 million board 
feet. 
Of the 244,000 acres of forest land in the County, 41.9 percent is under the 
ownership of individuals other than farmers; 30.3 percent is owned by farmers; 24.7 
percent is in lands owned by companies or individuals operating wood-using plants; 
1. 1 percent is owned by corporations not involved in forest industry; and the remaining 
2.0 percent is owned by the State. 
The primary wood-using industries of Hampton County have an annual production 
of approximately 70,000 board feet of lumber, and employ 350 people. In addition, 
approximately 44,200 standard cords of pulpwood are produced annually in Hampton 
County, providing a revenue of $20/cord to a woodyard and $7 .50/cord to the landowner. 
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Industria I Areas 
Industrial areas include a wide array of uses ranging from light manufacturing 
and industrial parks to heavy industrial plants. Light industrial areas may be found in 
contact with urban areas, such as those found in conjunction with airports or major 
highway intersections. Heavy industries include steel mills, pulp or lumber mills, 
electric power generating stations, oil refineries and tank farms, and chemical plants. 
Heavy industrial sites commonly have stock piles of raw materials and waste product 
disposal areas which are also included in the industrial category. 
The South Carolina Industrial Directory, 1972-1973 lists twenty-three industries 
in Hampton County, 78 percent of which are located in the cities of Hampton and Estill. 
The leading industry is fiberglass and plastic products which has three factories and employs 
58 percent of the industrial labor. Table 6 details this employment breakdown. 
TABLE 6 
Industries of Hampton County 
No. of No. of %of 
Product Industries Employees Employees 
Animal Feed 2 46 3 
Chemicals 5 1,056 60 
Fiberglass/plastic products 3 1,018 58 
Fertilizer 1 24 1 
Other 1 14 1 
Cl othing 2 188 11 
Food Processing 4 44 2 
Lumber 2 102 6 
Lumber and Wood Products 3 220 12 
Meta I Products 2 41 2 
Q ?·her Products (i ce , furn iture ,concrete) 3 69 4 
Tota l 23 1,766 100 
·TI-
~ .. .., . 
Because of the areas of environ!'"ental concern found within the County, develop-
ment of any type of industrial concern should proceed with caution and assurances that 
it will not degrade the present natural areas. Hampton County has nine potential industrial 
sites as located in Figure 8. The Lowcountry Regional Planning Council has further 
information on these locations. 
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Transportation 
Important to the development of any community is the road system which it 
possesses. The highways and roads of Hampton County not only play a vital role in the 
County's general economy but also bear directly upon its physical development. The 
existing land use patterns of the County have been primarily determined by the County's 
road system. For this reason, any land use planning program undertaken within Hampton 
County must consider this system and the volumes of traffic upon it. Figures 9, 10, and 
11 display the existing traffic volumes on major arteries within Hampton County, the 
Towns of Hampton-Varnville, and Estill respectively. This information should be con-
sidered in the creation of the County's land development plan, especially in connection 
with proposals along interstate 95 and Highways 21, 278, 68, and 321. 
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PLANNING AREA LAND USE 
The preceding chapters of this report have presented a general overview of factors 
affecting Hampton County. As previously stated, current land use patterns wi II act to 
determine, to a great extent, future development trends. Therefore, an analysis of ihese 
patterns and problems provides the base for formulating the long-range use plan. 
The purpose of this section is to detail basic data on land characteristics for the 
Varnville, Estill, Brunson, Yemassee, and Hampton planning areas shown in Figures 13 
to 16. Figure 12 shows the first phase of the County mapping project which has been 
completed in conjunction with the study. Within these areas, an extensive land use survey 
I 
was conducted during the winter of 1972. Data was collected that identifies existing land l 
use, the types and intensity of this use, structural conditions of housing units, and information 
that general I~' aids in the determination of development trends. The information so gathered 
has been compiled statistically in the following table and displayed graphically on a 
separate series of land use maps. Together the table and maps provide the basis upon 
which the land use plan and land use controls such as zoning regulations, building 
restrictions, and subdivision regulations may be based. 
The land use analysis contains the following categories of land uses: 
1. Residential uses including single family homes, duplexes, apartments and 
mobile homes; 
2. Industrial uses including light and heavy industrial activities; 
3. Utilities including water and sewer facilities, telephone and electrical 
fac iii ties; 
4. Commercial uses including downtown businesses, shopping centers, highway 
-34-
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• 
commercial establishments, and offices of various types. Included also 
are the driveways, sheds, parking lots, and landscaped areas associated 
with these establishments; 
5. Storage uses which refer to warehousing and outdoor storage areas; 
6. Public and semi-public uses including recreational areas, churches, schools, 
cemeteries, historic areas, and institutions of various types; and 
7. Rights-of-way which refers to public lands containing rail lines, highways, 
transmission lines, and gas lines. 
Table 7 presents the land use statistics by planning area. 
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Land Use Category V-1 
Resi den tial-
Tota l Acres 72.7 
s·;, of T otc I Developed 45.3 
In dustrial-
Total Ac res 1.1 
% of Total Deve loped .6 
Uti l ities-
Total Acres 
-
% of Total Developed 
-
Commercial-
Total Acres 1.5 
io. 
~·C. of Total Deve loped .9 
Storage-
Total Acres 1.8 
%of Total Developed 1.1 
Publ ic ond Se mi-Public-
Total Acre s 31.6 
% of Tota·l Deve loped 19.6 
Rights-of-Way -
Total Ac re s 52.0 
%of Total Developed 32.4 
Toto I Devel ope d 
Total Acres De veloped 160.7 
%of Total Area 32.2 
Tota l Undeveloped (Vacant) 
Total Acres 339.3 
% of Total Area 67.8 
Grand Total 
Acres in Planning Area 500.0 
%of Total (of Planning Area) 5.5 
TABLE 7 
The chart below represents an overview of the total planning area of Hampton County. 
Specific land uses ere recorded by acreage for each of the twenty-six study areas. 
VARNVILLE ESTILL 
V-II V-III V-IV v-v V-A E-1 E-ll E-1 11 E- A E-8 
50.3 3.3 30.1 20.5 87. 0 59.7 4.7 206.0 42.8 144.0 
49.3 26.6 38.0 38.0 30.5 36.3 12.2 57.5 20.7 49.1 
3.5 
- - -
6. 6 5.5 1.4 2.6 15.3 
-
3.4 
- - -
2.3 3.3 3.6 .7 7.4 
-
.4 - - 1.1 - - - .4 - -
.4 
- -
2.0 
- - -
• 1 - -
1.1 1.1 2.6 1.1 2.9 .5 13.8 4.6 
-
3.1 
1.1 8.8 3.3 2.0 1.0 .03 35.9 1.3 - 1.1 
.6 1.3 1.8 1:5 - 27.4 2.6 1.0 - 3.7 
.6 10.4 2.3 2.8 - 16.1 6.8 .3 - 1.3 
9.2 .7 2.9 4.7 5.1 12.8 .4 55.9 9.9 4.3 
9.1 5.6 3.6 8.7 1.8 7.8 .1 15.6 4.8 1.5. 
37.0 6.0 42.0 25.0 183.0 59.0 16.0 88.0 139.0 138.0 
36.2 48.4 52.8 46.4 64.3 35.1 41.7 24.5 67 .I 47.1. 
102.3 12.4 79.4 53.9 284.6 164.9 38.4 358.5 207 .o 293.1 
20.4 58.2 12.9 16.7 4.0 15. I 79.0 34.6 2.2 3.3 
397.9 8.9 533.6 268.1 6,740.2 925 . 2 10.3 677.5 9,080.0 8, 459.4 
79.5 41.7 87.0 83.2 95.9 84.9 21.2 65.4 97.7 95.8 
500.2 21.3 613.0 322.0 7,024.8 1,090.0 48.6 1,036.0 9,287.0 8,752.5 
5.5 .2 6.8 3.5 78.2 5.3 .002 5.1 45.9 43.2 
BRUN5'0n I 
B-1 B-11 B-Ill B-IV 
41.7 .8 48.9 90.0 
55 .9 11.7 58.6 34.1 
- - - -
- - - -
.2 -
- -
I 
- - - -
1.8 2.2 - 1.5 I 
2.3 . 32.3 
-
.5 ! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
6.4 
-
1.8 1.6 i 
8.4 
-
2.1 
.6 1 
I 
I 
5.4 1.0 4.4 5.3 ! 
7.3 14.7 5.2 2. 0 : 
: 
19.0 2.8 28.3 166 .0 . 
25.6 41.1 33.9 62. 6 ! 
74.5 6.8 63.4 264. 4 : 
24.2 76.4 25.9 3. 1 : 
I 
I 
232.7 2.1 237.5 8,099. 0 
75.7 23.6 74.0 96. 1 
307.2 8.9 320.9 8,364 .0 
3.4 .009 3.5 92.9 
< 
I 
~ 
"' I 
Land Use Category 
Residential-
Total Acres 
%of Total Developed 
Industrial-
Total AcrC's 
%of Total Developed 
Uti I ities-
' Total Acres 
%of Total Developed 
Commercial-
Total Acres 
% of T ota I Developed 
Storage- " 
Total Acres 
%of Total Developed 
Public and Semi-Public-
Total Acres 
%of Total DevelopEd 
Rights-of-Way -
Total Acres 
%of Total Developed 
Total Developed 
Total. Acres Developed· 
%of Total Area 
Total Undeveloped (Vacant) 
Total Acres 
o/o of Total Area 
Grand Total 
Acres in P Ianning Area 
%of Total (of Planning Area) 
Y-1 Y-11 
36.a .4 
35.5 4.a 
20.0 
-
19.3 
-
.4 
-
.3 
-
1.6 1.4, 
' 1.5 16.~ 
1.6 
-
1.5 
-
- J.a 
-
21.5 
43.0 4.7 
41.5 56.6 
103.4 a.3 
19.9 62.4 
415.1 5.0 
80.0 37,7 
51a.5 13.3 
.7 .OOla 
TABLE 7 (continued) 
YEMASSEE --;::-
Y-111 Y-A Y·B H-1 H-11 
69.7 76.5 27.0 110.2 35.1 
49.a 2a.2 25.a 35.3 47.2 
- -
_,. 57.5 1.0 
- - -
Ja.4 1.3 
' 
.4 2.2 
-
.5 -
.2 .a 
- - -
-
4.a .7 
-
12.5 .9 
3.5 .2 
-
. 4.0 1.2 
I 
i 
2.6 .3 
-
4.7 2.4 
1.1 ' .0011 - 1.5 3.2 
I 
7,0 .3 2.5 56.5 .9 
4.1 .0011 2.3 Ja.1 1.2 
56.0 192.4 75.1 70.7 34.0 
~9.1 70.1 71.a 22.6 45.7 
140.5 272.4 104.6 312.6 74.3 
29.9 5.5 7.4 42.a 19.5 
340.6 4,674.0 1,307.0 417.0 306.7 
70.3 94.5 92.5 57.2 ao.s 
481.1 4,946.0 1,411.6 729.6 381.0 
.6 . ~7.0 l9.0 4.5 2.3 
HAMPTON 
H-Ill H-IV H-V H-A Tc ~al 
11.0 139.9 113.5 173.3 1,695.9 
23.0 56.3 48.7 35~ I 40.1 
-
3.2 - - ll7 .7 
-
1.3 
- -
2.7 
.4 .4 
-
.7 7. I 
.a .2 - .I .0016 
11.4 2.5 5.9 16.5 96.0 
23.a 1.0 2.5 3.3 2.2 
.4 
-
.5 10.6 74.6 
.a - .2 2. I 1.7 
7.7 a.5 10.4 40.0 289.2 
16.1 3.4 4,5 8.1 6.8 
17.0 94.0 102.4 252.2 1,942.6 
35.5 37.a 44.0 51. I 46.0 
47.9 24a.s 232.7 493.3 4,222.6 
65.6 5a.8 26.0 3.6 6,8 
25.1 174.0 659,3 13,334.0 57,670.0 
34.4 41.2 74.0 96.4 93.1 
' 73.0 422.5 892.0 13,a27.3 6J,a92.4 
.004 2.5 5.4 84.0 
Th e following information summarizes the existing land use for each of the study areas 
which comprise the Hampton County Planning Area. Also noted is the condition of 
housing by type of structure within the area. 
1. LAND USE 
{a) Residential 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 
(e) Storage 
{f) Public & Semi-public 
(g) Rights-{)f-way 
T ota I Deve I oped 
Vacant 
T ota I Acreage 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 
Fair 
Deteriorated 
Dilapidated 
(b) Type of Structure (all) 
Single family 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 
VARNVILLE (V-1) 
Total 
Acres 
72.7 
1.1 
1.5 
1.8 
31.6 
52.0 
160.7 
339.3 
500.0 
142 
35 
19 
30 
No. of 
Structures 
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224 
1 
225 
%of land 
Developed 
45.3 
.6 
.9 
1.1 
19.6 
32.4 
No. of 
Units 
224 
2 
18 
244 
VARNVILLE (V-2) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a} Residential 50.3 49.3 
(b) Industrial 3.5 3.4 
(c) Uti I ities .4 .4 
(d) Commercial 1.1 1.1 
(e) Storage .6 .6 
(f) Public & Semi-public 9.2 9. 1 
(g) Rights-of-way 37.0 36.2 
T ota I Deve I oped 102.3 
Vacant 397.9 
T ota I Acreage 500.2 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 81 
Fair 16 
Deteriorated 23 
Dilapidated 17 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 135 135 
Duplex 1 2 
Multi-fami·ly 
Mobile Home 6 
Total 136 143 
VARNVILLE (V-3) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 3.3 26.6 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 1.1 8.8 
(e) Storage 1.3 10.4 
(f) Public & Semi-public .7 5.6 
(g) Rights-of-way 6.0 48.4 
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T ota I Deve I oped 12.4 
Vacant 8.9 
T ota I Acreage 21.3 
2. HOUSING 
(a} Structural Condition (all) 
Good 7 
Fair 1 
Deteriorated 1 
Dilapidated 1 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 10 10 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 3 
Total 10 _1_3_ 
VARNVILLE (V-4) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a} Residential 3Q.l 38.0 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 2.6 3.3 
(e) Storage 1.8 2.3 
(f) Public & Semi-public 2.9 3.6 
(g) Rights-of-way 42.0 52.8 
Total Developed 79.4 
Vacant 533.6 
T ota I Acreage 613.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 59 
Fair 1 
Deteriorated 3 
Dilapidated 2 
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(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 61 64 
Duplex 1 2 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 6 
65 72 
VARNVILLE (V-5) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential ~ 30.0 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 1.1 2.0 
(d) Commercial 1.1 2.0 
(e) Storage 1.5 2.8 
(f) Public & Semi-public 4.7 8.7 
(g) Rights-of-way 25.0 46.4 
T ota I Deve I oped 53.9 
Vacant 268.1 
T ota I Acreage 322.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 38 
Fair 11 
Deteriorated 3 
D i Ia pi dated 6 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 58 58 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 14 
Total 58 72 
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VARNVILLE (V-A) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a} Residentia I 87.0 30.5 
(b) Industrial 6.6 2.3 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 2.9 1.0 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 5.1 1.8 
(g) Rights-of-way 183.0 64.3 
T ota I Deve bped 284.6 
Vacant 6,740.2 
• T ota I Acreage 7,024.8 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 63 
Fair 10 
Deteriorated 9 
Dilapidated 21 
(b) Type of Structure (all} No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 103 l03 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 13 
Total 103 116 
ESTILL (E-1) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 59.7 36.3 
(b) Industrial 5.5 3.3 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial .5 .03 
(e) Storage 27.4 16. 1 
(f) Public & Semi-public 12.8 7.8 
(g) Rights-of-way 59.0 35.1 
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T ota I Deve I oped 164.9 
Vacant 925.1 
T ota I Acreage 1, 090. 1 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structura l Condition (all) 
Good 81 
Fair 31 
Deteriorated 53 
Dilapidated 79 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 242 242 
Duplex 2 4 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 6 
Total 244 252 
ESTILL (E-2) 
1. LAND USE 
(a) Residential 4.7 12.2 
(b) Industrial 1.4 3.6 
(c) Uti I ities 
(d) Commercial 13.8 35.9 
(e) Storage 2.6 6.8 
(f) Public & Semi-public .4 • 1 
(g) Rights-of-way 16.0 41.7 
T ota I Deve loped 38.4 
Vacant 10.3 
T ota I Acreage 48.7 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 5 
Fair 7 
Deteriorated 4 
Dilapidated 8 
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(a) Type of Structure No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 23 23 
Duplex 1 2 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 
Total ""24 25 
ESTILL (E-3) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 206.0 57.5 
• 
(b) Industrial 2.6 .7 
(c) Utilities .4 • 1 
(d) Commercial 4.6 1.3 
(e) Storage 1.0 .3 
(f) Public & Semi-public 55.9 15.6 
(g) Rights-of-way 88.0 24.5 
T ota I Deve I oped 358.5 
Vacant 677.5 
Total Acreage 1,036.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condit.ion (all) 
Good 254 
Fair 66 
Deteriorated 46 
Dilapidated 43 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 386 386 
Duplex 22 44 
Multi-family 
Mobile Homes 38 
Total 408 468 
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ESTILL (E-A) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 42.8 20.7 
(b) Industrial 15.3 7.4 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 9.9 4.8 
(g) Rights-of-way 139.0 67. 1 
Total Developed 207.0 
Vacant 9,080.0 
T ota I Acreage 9,287.0 
t 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 6 
Fair 6 
Deteriorated 7 
Di Ia pi dated 38 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 57 57 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 
Total 57 57 
ESTILL (E-B) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 144.0 49.1 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 3. 1 1.1 
(e) Storage 3.7 1.3 
(f) Public & Semi-public 4.3 1.5 
(g) Rights-of-way 138.0 47.1 
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T ota I Deve I oped 293.1 
Vacant 8,459.4 
T ota I Acreage 8,752.5 
2. HOUSING 
(a} Structural Condition (all) 
Good 49 
Fair 22 
Deteriorated 24 
Dilapidated 84 
(b) Type of Structure (all} No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 178 178 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 14 
Total 1'78 19"2 
BRUNSON(B-1) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a} Residentia I 4TJ 55.9 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities .2 
(d) Commercial 1.8 2.3 
(e) Storage 6.4 8.4 
(f) Public & Semi-public 5.4 7.3 
(g) Rights-of-way 19.0 25.6 
T ota I Deve I oped 74.5 
Vacant 232.7 
Total Acreage 307.2 
2. HOUSING 
(a} Structural Condition (all} 
Good 39 
Fair 26 
Deteriorated 11 
Dilapidated 19 
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(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 95 95 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 6 
Total 95"" fOl 
BRUNSON(B-2) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential -.8- 11.7 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 2.2 32.3 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 1.0 14.7 
(g) Rights-of-way 2.8 41.1 
Total Developed 6.8 
Vacant 2. 1 
T ota I Acreage 8.9 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 2 
Fair 1 
Deteriorated 
Dilapidated 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 3 3 
Duplex 
Mu lti-famHy 
Mobile Home 
Total -3- -3-
-52-
I .. 
BRUNSON(B-3) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residentia I 4S:V 58.6 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 
(e) Storage 1.8 2. 1 
(f) Public & Semi-public 4.4 5.2 
(g) Rights-of-way 28.3 33.9 
Total Developed 83.4 
Vacant 237.5 
T ota I Acreage 320.9 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 51 
Fair 46 
Deteriorated 7 
Dilapidated 20 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 124 124 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Homes 7 
Total 12.4 l3T 
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BRUNSON (B-4) 
i . LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Res ident ial 90.1 34.1 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 1.5 .5 
(e) Storage 1.6 .6 
(f) Public & Semi-public 5.3 2.0 
(g) Rights-of-way 166.0 62.2 
Total Developed 264.4 
Vacant 8,099.6 
T ota I Acreage 8,364.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 61 
Fair 9 
Deteriorated 13 
Dilapidated 32 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 115 115 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 5 
Total "ll5 120 
YEMASSEE (Y-1) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
{a) Residential 36.8 35.5 
(b) Industrial 20.0 19.3 
(c) Utilities .4 .3 
(d) Commercial 1.6 1.5 
(e) Storage 1.6 1.5 
(f) Public & Semi-public 
(g) Rights-of-way 43.0 41.5 
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T ota I Deve I oped 
Vacant 
T ota I Acreage 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 
Fair 
Deteriorated 
Di Ia pi dated 
(b) Type of Structure (all) 
Single family 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 
1. LAND USE 
(a) Residential 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 
(g) Rights-of-way 
T ota I Deve I oped 
Vacant 
T ota I Acreage 
2. HOUSING 
~ -
(a} Structural Condition (all) 
Good 
Fair 
Deteriorated 
Dilapidated 
103.4 
415.1 
518.5 
10 
23 
16 
30 
No. of 
Structures 
79 
Total 79 
YEMASSEE (Y-2) 
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Acres 
.4 
1.4 
1.8 
4.7 
8.3 
5.0 . 
13.3 
No. of 
Units 
79 
4 
83 
%of land 
Developed 
4.8 
16.7 
21.5 
56.6 
~ 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family -
Duplex 2 
Multi-family 
Mobile Homes 
Total -1- -2-
YEMASSEE (Y-3) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 69.7 49.8 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities .4 .2 
(d) Commercial 4.8 3.5 
(e) Storage 2.6 1.1 
(f) Public & Semi-public 7.0 4.1 
(g) Rights-of-way 56.0 39.1 
T ota I Deve I oped 140.5 
Vacant 340.6 
Total Acreage 481.1 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (a.ll) 
Good 69 
Fair 40 
Deteriorated 14 
Dilapidated 10 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 132 132 
Duplex 1 2 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 30 
Total 133 164 
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YEMASSEE (Y-A) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 76.5 28.2 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 2.2 .8 
(d) Commercial .7 .2 
(e) Storage .3 • 0011 
(f) Public & Semi-public .3 .0011 
(g) Rights-of-way 192.4 70.1 
T ota I Deve I oped 272.4 
Vacant 4,674.0 
• 
Total Acreage 4,946.4 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 21 
Fair 19 
Deteriorated 20 
Di Ia pi dated 30 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 90 90 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 2 
Total 90" 92 
YEMASSEE (Y-B) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 27.0 25.8 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 2.5 2.3 
(g) Rights-of-way 75.1 71.8 
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T ota I Deve I oped 104.6 
Vacant 1,307.0 
Total Acreage 1,411.6 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 11 
Fair 9 
Deteriorated 8 
Dilapidated 6 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 34 34 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Homes 2 
Total 36"" 
HAMPTON (H-1) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 110.2 35.3 
(b) Industrial 57.5 18.4 
(c) Utilities .5 
(d) Commercial 12.5 4.0 
(e) Storage 4.7 1.5 
(f) Public & Semi-public 56.5 18. 1 
(g) Rights-of-way 70.7 22.6 
Total Developed 312.6 
Vacant 417.0 
T ota I Acreage 729.6 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 91 
Fair 82 
Deteriorated 35 
Dilapidated 56 
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(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 260 260 
Duplex 4 8 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 12 
Total 264 280 
HAMPTON (H-2) 
1. LAND USE No. :>f 
Acres Structures 
(a) Residential 35.1 47.2 
(b) Industrial 1.0 1.3 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial .9 1.2 
(e) Storage 2.4 3.2 
(f) Public & Semi-public .9 1.2 
(g) Rights-of-way 34.0 45.7 
T ota I Deve I oped 74.3 
Vacant 306.7 
Total Acreage 381.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 53 
Fair 19 
Deteriorated 9 
Dilapidated 26 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 107 107 
Duplex 14 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 
Total 107 121 
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HAMPTON (H-3) 
1 • LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residentia I 11.0 23.0 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities .4 .8 
(d) Commercial 11.4 23.8 
(e) Storage .4 .8 
(f) Public & Semi-public 7.7 16. 1 
(g) Rights-of-way 17.0 35.5 
Total Developed 47.9 
Vacant 25.1 
Total Acreage 73.0 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 22 
Fair 17 
Deteriorated 9 
Dilapidated 2 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 49 49 
Duplex 1 2 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 3 
Total """5() 54" 
HAMPTON (H-4) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 139.9 56.3 
(b) Industrial 3.2 1.3 
(c) Utilities .4 .2 
(d) Commercial 2.5 1.0 
(e) Storage 
(f) Public & Semi-public 8.5 3.4 
(g) Rights-of-way 94.0 37.8 
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T ota I Deve I oped 248.5 
Vacant 174.0 
T ota I Acreage 422.5 
2. HOUSING 
(a} Structural Condition (all) 
Good 269 
Fair 27 
Deteriorated 5 
Dilapidated 14 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 315 315 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 3 
Total 315 3i8 
HAMPTON (H-5) 
1. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 113.5 48.7 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities 
(d) Commercial 5.9 2.5 
(e) Storage .5 .2 
(f) Public & Semi-public 10.4 4.5 
(g) Rights-of..Way 102.4 44.0 
T ota I Deve I oped 232.7 
Vacant 659.3 
T ota I Acreage 892.0 
2 • HOUSING 
(a} Structural Condition (all) 
Good 55 
Fair 28 
Deteriorated 15 
Dilapidated 11 
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(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 207 207 
Duplex 2 4 
Multi-family 
Mobile Home 45 
Total 209 256 
HAMPTON (H-A) 
l. LAND USE %of land 
Acres Developed 
(a) Residential 173.3 35.1 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Utilities .7 . 1 
(d) Commercial 16.5 3.3 
(e) Storage 10.6 2. 1 
(f) Public & Semi-public 40.0 8.1 
(g) Rights-of-way 252.2 51.1 
T eta I Deve I oped 493.3 
Vacant 13,340.0 
T eta I Acreage 13,827.3 
2. HOUSING 
(a) Structural Condition (all) 
Good 90 
Fair 40 
Deteriorated 40 
Di Ia pi dated 35 
(b) Type of Structure (all) No. of No. of 
Structures Units 
Single family 203 203 
Duplex 
Multi-family 
Mobile Homes 26 
Total 253 229 
I 
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